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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on 2/09/2009 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In re page 9, Applicant argues that claim 1 is amended to remove the alternative 
limitation "or" and that the features "shake of the digital camera," "movement of the subject," 
and "absence of a blur" must all be considered in applying the prior art. 

In response, regarding claim 1, the Applicant amended claim 1 with limitation "to 
determine whether a difference in sharpness corresponding to different exposure times of the 
plurality of imaging data indicates one of a shake of the digital camera, a movement of the 
subject, and absence of a blur based on the compared sharpness." The Examiner considers that 
since Applicant uses limitation "one of" in the limitation "to determine whether a difference in 
sharpness corresponding to different exposiire times of the plurality of imaging data indicates 
one of a shake of the digital camera a movement of the subject, and absence of a blur based on 
the compared sharpness," the prior art need only read on one of the limitations "shake of the 
digital camera," "movement of the subject," and "absence of a blur." 

In re page 9, Applicant argues that Levien fails to disclose or suggest "to determine 
whether a difference in sharpness corresponding to different exposure times of the plurality 
of imaging data indicates one of a shake of the digital camera, a movement of the subject, and 
absence of a blur based on the compared sharpness," as defined by amended Claim 1 . 
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In response, regarding claim 1, the Applicant amended claim 1 with limitation "a 
sharpness comparison device configured to compare sharpness based on the plurality of imaging 
data obtained by the imaging data obtaining device, and to determine whether a difference in 
sharpness corresponding to different exposure times of the plurality of imaging data indicates 
one of a shake of the digital camera a movement of the subject, and absence of a blur based on 
the compared sharpness." 

The Examiner considers that Ejima and Levien do disclose this limitation. Ejima 
discloses a sharpness comparison device configured to compare sharpness based on the plurality 
of imaging data obtained by the imaging data obtaining device (compare the spatial frequency 
components, column 16, lines 20-33; column 22, lines 17 - 30), and a difference in sharpness 
corresponding to different exposure times (comparing the spatial frequency components of 
images obtained through different exposure times, column 16, lines 20-33; column 21, lines 59- 
65; column 22, lines 13-30). 

Ejima fails to specifically disclose a sharpness comparison device configured to 
determine whether a difference in sharpness of the plurality of imaging data indicates one of a 
shake of a digital camera, a movement of a subject, and absence of a blur based on the compared 
sharpness. However, Levien discloses that uneven sharpness (i.e., a difference in sharpness) can 
result from motion blur where a moving object has a difference in sharpness (column 1, lines 40- 
45), which corresponds to limitation "a movement of the subject based on the compared 
sharpness). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ejima (US 

7,176,962) in view of Levien (US 5,524,162). 

Regarding claim 1, Ejima discloses a digital camera (digital camera 1, figures 1-3) having 
an image forming device configured to image a subject by a setup exposure condition and a 
digital image processing device configured to convert imaging data from the image forming 
device into a digital image, the digital camera comprising: 

a set up device configured to set up a plurality of exposure conditions (capturing images 
1, 2 at different shutter speeds (exposiire conditions) at step S405, S409, figure 11, column 15, 
line 47 - column 16, line 45), 

an imaging data obtaining device configured to obtain a plurality of imaging data imaged 
in accordance with the plurality of exposure conditions set by the setup device (capturing images 
1, 2 at different shutter speeds (exposure conditions) at step S405, S409, figure 11, column 15, 
line 47 - column 16, line 45), and 

a sharpness comparison device configured to compare sharpness based on the plurality of 
imaging data obtained by the imaging data obtaining device (compare the spatial frequency 
components, column 16, lines 20-33; column 22, lines 17 - 30), and a difference in sharpness 
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corresponding to different exposure times (comparing the spatial frequency components of 
images obtained through different exposure times, column 16, lines 20-33; column 21, lines 59- 
65; column 22, lines 13-30). 

Ejima fails to specifically disclose a sharpness comparison device configured to 
determine whether a difference in sharpness of the plurality of imaging data indicates one of a 
shake of a digital camera, a movement of a subject, and absence of a blur based on the compared 
sharpness. However, Levien discloses that uneven sharpness (i.e., a difference in sharpness) can 
result from motion blur where a moving object has a difference in sharpness (column 1, lines 40- 
45), which corresponds to limitation "a movement of the subject based on the compared 
sharpness"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the device in Ejima by the teaching of Levien in order to 
provide a camera which has the capability of detecting motion of a subject based on a difference 
in sharpness. 

Note that claim 1 uses limitation "one of " in the limitation "to determine whether a 
difference in sharpness corresponding to different exposure times of the plurality of imaging data 
indicates one of a shake of the digital camera, a movement of the subject, and absence of a blur 
based on the compared sharpness." Therefore, the prior art can only read on one of the 
limitations "shake of the digital camera," "movement of the subject," and "absence of a blur." In 
this case, the prior art reads on limitation "indicates a movement of the subject based on the 
compared sharpness." 
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Regarding claim 6, Ejima discloses the digital camera further comprising: 
a display device configured to display an image processed by the digital image 
processing device (LCD 8, figure 2-3, column 5, lines 15-20; column 6, lines 1-5), 

wherein a display time to the display device is made constant regardless of an exposure 
time in the image forming device (since the LCD 8 displays image data reproduced fi-om 
memory card 25, the display time of image data on LCD 8 is not effected by exposure time in 
CCD 20, figure 3). 

4. Claims 2, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ejima (US 
7,176,962) in view of Levien (US 5,524,162) further in view of Satoh et al. (US 5,708,863). 

Regarding claim 2, Ejima and Levien fail to specifically discloses a handshake 
preventing exposure output device configured to output an exposure time for preventing a blur in 
an image caused by a shake of the digital camera based on a focal length of a photographic lens 
in the image forming device, wherein an existence of the camera shake is determined based on 
the exposure time output by the handshake preventing exposure time output device. 

However, Satoh et al. teaches an image blur prevention device for a camera, which 
teaches the shake determining section 4 determines the current image blur state on the image 
plane on the basis of photographing focal length (figure 1, column 4, lines 5-44). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the device in Ejima and Levien by the teaching of Satoh et al. in order to provide an 
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image blur prevention device for a camera, which reduces the influence of camera shakes on 
photographing operation and exhibits good operability without posing problems when a release 
time lag occurs (column 1, lines 63-67). 

Regarding claim 7, Ejima discloses the digital camera further comprising: 

a display device configured to display an image processed by the digital image 
processing device (LCD 8, figure 2-3, column 5, lines 15-20; column 6, lines 1-5), 

wherein a display time to the display device is made constant regardless of an exposure 
time in the image forming device (since the LCD 8 displays image data reproduced from 
memory card 25, the display time of image data on LCD 8 is not effected by exposure time in 
CCD 20, figure 3). 

5. Claims 3, 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ejima (US 
7,176,962) in view of Levien (US 5,524,162) and Satoh et al. (US 5,708,863) fiirther in view of 
Ohishietal. (US 5,713,049). 

Regarding claim 3, Ejima, Levien and Satoh et al. fail to specifically disclose a warning 
device configured to warn of the shake of the digital camera when the existence of the shake of 
the digital camera is determined. However, Ohishi et al. teaches LCD 3 for displaying 
information such as camera-shake amount (figure 1, column 4, lines 40-45). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the device in Ejima, Levien and Satoh et al. by the teaching of Ohishi et al. in order to 
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provide a camera-shake display device for a camera. This camera-shake display device informs 
various information on the camera-shake to a user of a camera (column 1, lines 34-35). 

Regarding claim 8, Ejima discloses the digital camera further comprising: 

a display device configured to display an image processed by the digital image 
processing device (LCD 8, figure 2-3, column 5, lines 15-20; column 6, lines 1-5), 

wherein a display time to the display device is made constant regardless of an exposure 
time in the image forming device (since the LCD 8 displays image data reproduced from 
memory card 25, the display time of image data on LCD 8 is not effected by exposure time in 
CCD 20, figure 3). 

6. Claims 4, 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ejima (US 
7,176,962) in view of Levien (US 5,524,162) and Satoh et al. (US 5,708,863) fiirther in view of 
Yoshihara et al. (US 5,172,233). 

Regarding claim 4, Ejima discloses a strobe is flashed in accordance with shortening the 
predetermined exposure time (figure 3, column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 3). 

Ejima, Levien and Satoh et al. fail to specifically wherein when the existence of a shake 
of the digital camera is determined, a predetermined exposure time while recording a still image 
is shortened. However, Yoshihara et al. discloses a still electronic camera, in which in order to 
prevent blurring of photograph due to camera shaking, the exposure time is shortened to such a 
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degree that camera shaking is regarded as neligible (column 1, lines 23 - 28). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the device in Ejima, Levien and Satoh et al. by the teaching of Yoshihara et al. in order to 
obtain a clear photograph with high resolution (column 1, lines 23-25). 

Regarding claim 9, Ejima discloses the digital camera fiirther comprising: 

a display device configured to display an image processed by the digital image 
processing device (LCD 8, figure 2-3, column 5, lines 15-20; column 6, lines 1-5), 

wherein a display time to the display device is made constant regardless of an exposure 
time in the image forming device (since the LCD 8 displays image data reproduced fi-om 
memory card 25, the display time of image data on LCD 8 is not effected by exposure time in 
CCD 20, figure 3). 

7. Claims 5, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ejima (US 
7,176,962) in view of Levien (US 5,524,162) and Satoh et al. (US 5,708,863) further in view of 
Imada (US 2004/0090532). 

Regarding claim 5, Ejima, Levien and Satoh et al. fail to specifically wherein when a 
movement of the subject is determined to exist, a sensitivity for increasing the output of the 

imaging data while recording a still image is increased. However, Imada teaches that when it is 
desired to reduce affects from image blur by increasing the shutter speed, the image -taking 
sensitivity is set to be higher in accordance with the shutter speed increase (page 1, [005], 
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[0012]). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the device in Ejima, Levien and Satoh et al. by the teaching of 
Imada in order to reduce the affects from image blur (page 1, [005]). 

Regarding claim 10, Ejima discloses the digital camera further comprising: 

a display device configured to display an image processed by the digital image 
processing device (LCD 8, figure 2-3, column 5, lines 15-20; column 6, lines 1-5), 

wherein a display time to the display device is made constant regardless of an exposure 
time in the image forming device (since the LCD 8 displays image data reproduced from 
memory card 25, the display time of image data on LCD 8 is not effected by exposure time in 
CCD 20, figure 3). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 1 1-14 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 



9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Apphcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LUONG T. NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7315. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, DAVID L. OMETZ can be reached on (571) 272-7593. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/796,022 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2622 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/L. T. N./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2622 
05/06/09 

/David L. Ometz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2622 



